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PER CURI AM

Ronald F. Pinkney appeals the district court’s order
revoki ng his supervised rel ease and sentenci ng hi mto si xty nont hs’
i mpri sonnent . On appeal, he contends the court abused its
di scretion when it found by a preponderance of the evidence that he
committed a Gade A violation, possessionwithintent to distribute
marij uana, instead of a Grade Cviol ation, possession of marijuana.
We affirm

W review the district court’s decision to revoke a
def endant’ s supervi sed rel ease for an abuse of discretion. United

States v. Copley, 978 F.2d 829, 831 (4th G r. 1992). The district

court need only find a violation of a condition of supervised
rel ease by a preponderance of the evidence. 18 U. S.C. 8§ 3583(e)(3)
(2000) .

The district court found that Pinkney commtted the crine
of possession with intent to distribute marijuana after hearing
uncontradicted testinmony that Pinkney possessed ten bags of
marijuana in a backpack, three nore on his person, and $1757 in
currency. W find that a preponderance of the evidence supported
the district court’s findings, and the district court did not abuse
its discretion. The district court was, therefore, statutorily
required to revoke supervi sed rel ease and i npose a prisonterm 18

U S.C. § 3583(Q).



Accordingly, we affirmthe district court’s judgnment. W
di spense wi th oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED



